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FOREWORD 

KEVIN    H.    WHITE 
City  of  Boston 


It  is  a  pleasure  to  report  that  the  1979-1980  theater  season  showed  new  gains  in 
Boston's   status   as   a    national    cultural    center   and    in  the  growing   numbers  of 
people  who  chose  to  come  to  the  City  to  attend  a  variety  of  performances. 

The  transformation  of  the  Theatre  District  is  well   underway  and  the  next  few 
years   will    see   a   dramatic   new   urban    environment   created    in   the   area.      The 
performing  arts  mean  not  only  cultural  achievement,  but  represent  a  vital  force 
in  the  City's  economy  by  importing  dollars  and  creating  jobs. 

This  report  documents  encouraging  signs  that  the  City  is  on  track  in  regaining 
our  metropolitan  audience.     While  there  remains  much  to  be  accomplished  in  the 
Theatre   District   in   terms  of  physical    rebuilding   and   cultural   marketing,   the 
performing  arts  are  alive  and  well  in  Boston. 


Kevin  H.  White 
Mayor 


Boston 
Redevelopment 

Authority 


Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director 

January  28,   1981 

PREFACE 

ROBERT  J.    RYAN,    DIRECTOR 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


This   second   report  on   the  economic  benefits  to  the  City  derived  from  those 
cultural  institutions  located  in  the  Theatre  District  clearly  records  the  continued 
resurgence  of  the   industry   during   the  1979-1980  season,     ft  is  this  strength 
that   provides    the    Boston    Redevelopment    Authority    with    the    basis   for  our 
planning  for  the  revitalization  of  the  area. 

The    information    contained    in    this    report   should   also   provide  theaters  and 
supporting   commercial   operators   with   valuable   insights   to  better  direct  their 
individual  marketing  efforts. 

It  should   be  noted  that  this  report  could  not  have  been  compiled  without  the 
cooperation  of  the  Theatre  District  community.     The  partnership  that  has  been 
formed  in  this  respect  should  be  recognized  as  a  primary  element  in  the  future 
success  of  the  revitalization  effort. 


Robert  J. 
Director 


1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

(617]  722-4300 


Summary  of  Findings 

During  the  1979/80  theater  season,  attendance  at  theater,  dance,  and 
opera  performances  in  Boston's  Theatre  District  playhouses  totaled  over 
1.3  million.   Each  of  these  theatergoers  each  spent  an  average  of  over  $12.00 
in  Boston  for  dining  out,  parking,  and  so  forth,  in  addition  to  their  expendi- 
ture for  theater  tickets.  The  total  contribution  of  Theatre  District  audiences 
to  Boston's  economy  last  season  is  estimated  have  to  been  $15.9  million.   In 
1978  (annual),  the  contribution  of  Theatre  District  audiences  is  estimated  to 
have  been  a  little  over  $12  million.   The  difference  between  total  expenditures 
during  the  two  periods  is  due  partly  to  higher  per  capita  expenditure  and 
partly  to  an  increase  of  over  100,000  in  theater  attendance  in  1979/80.  These 
additional  theatergoers  went  to  the  greater  number  of  attractions  and  perfor- 
mances that  were  available  during  the  past  season. 


1.   The  two  periods— 1978  and  1979/80--each  consist  of  12  months,  the  first 
period  being  January  to  December  1978  and  the  second,  July  1979  to 
June  1980.   Information  on  the  1978/79  theater  season  was  unavailable. 


Introduction 

In  the  spring  of  1979,  a  survey  of  theatergoers  was  conducted  to  ascertain 
per  person  expenditures  (excluding  expenditures  for  tickets)  connected  with 
attending  theater  performances  in  Boston.   Members  of  the  audiences  surveyed 
were  asked  to  report  their  expenditures  for  parking,  meals  in  Boston  restaurants, 
taxi  rides,  and  so  forth  on  a  questionnaire;  they  were  also  asked  for  informa- 
tion about  themselves.   The  findings  of  this  survey  are  contained  in  a  report 
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The  Impact  of  Theater  and  the  Performing  Arts  on  Boston's  Economy.   The 

report  also  examined  other  aspects  of  theater's  contribution  to  the  City's 

economy:   the  operating  expenditures  of  commercial  playhouse  owners  and  lessees, 

and  the  expenditures  of  theater  and  performing  arts  producers — both  resident 

companies  and  traveling  companies  while  in  Boston.   It  was  estimated  that  in 

1978  (annual),  $17.6  million  in  direct  expenditures  in  Boston  were  generated 

by  theater  (excluding  ticket  purchases  and  contributions  to  nonprofit  performing 

arts  companies). 

By  far  the  largest  part  of  this  sum  was  the  expenditure  of  theater 

audiences,  accounting  for  over  70%  of  theater's  economic  impact.  For  the 

purposes  of  the  Theatre  District  planning  work,  this  component  of  theater's 

economic  effect  was  updated  with  an  audience  survey  in  May  and  June  of  1980. 

The  present  report  focuses  on  the  expenditures  of  Theatre  District  audiences 


2.   Sara  Wermiel,  The  Impact  of  Theater  and  the  Performing  Arts  on  Boston's 
Economy,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  August,  1979.  The  report  can  be 
obtained  from  the  BRA  Research  Department. 


specifically,  whereas  the  earlier  report  included  a  measure  of  the  expenditures 
of  all  Boston  theatergoers.  Where  comparisons  are  made  between  the  two 
periods,  the  data  presented  have  been  adjusted  so  as  to  be  comparable. 

Audience  Expenditures  in  the  1979/80  Theater  Season 

In  1979/80,  over  1.3  million  theatergoers  attended  theater,  opera,  and 
dance  performances  in  Boston  Theatre  District  playhouses.   From  a  survey  of 
theater  audiences,  it  is  estimated  that  the  average  expenditure  per  theatergoer 
was  slightly  more  than  $12.00,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  theater  tickets.  (See 
Table  2.)  These  attendants  spent  nearly  $16  million  in  Boston  during  the 
1979/80  theater  season. 


TABLE  1 

Estimated  Expenditures  of  Theatre  District  Audiences, 

1979/80  Theater  Season 

3 
Attendance  at  commercial  playhouses:  ,  1,069,774 

Charles  (Mainstage),  Colonial,  Modern  ,  Shubert, 

and  Wilbur  Theatres  and  the  Music  Hall 

Attendance  at  performing  arts  companies'  241,275 

productions:  Boston  Ballet  ,  Boston  Repertory  Ballet, 
Boston  University  Celebrity  Series  dance  concerts  (all 
in  the  Music  Hall,  except  as  noted),  and  Opera  Company  of 
Boston  (Savoy  Theatre) 

TOTAL  ATTENDANCE  1,311,049 


Per  person  expenditure  $12.13 

(exclusive  of  ticket  price) 

TOTAL  EXPENDITURE  $15,903,024 


3.  Boston  Repertory  Theatre  attendance  statistics  were  not  available. 

4.  Performances  at  the  Modern  include  music  concerts. 

5.  One  Boston  Ballet  production--the  Choreographer's  Showcase--was  presented 
in  New  England  Life  Hall,  which  is  outside  of  the  Theatre  District; 
however,  attendance  of  only  this  portion  of  the  series  was  unavailable. 


TABLE  2 

AVERAGE   EXPENDITURES  OF  THEATERGOERS 
IN    BOSTON    -   1980 


Item 

Mean 
Per  Person 
Expenditure 

Parking 

$  1.17 

Taxi 

$     .10 

Restaurant 

$  7.09 

Hotel 

$  1.96 

Night  Club/ 
Bar 

$  1.81 

TOTAL 

$12.13 

Median  Per  Person 
Number  of  Percentage  Of  Expenditure  of 

Respondents  Who    All   Respondents  Who  Respondents  Who 
Purchased   Item        Purchased   Item  Purchased   Item 


550 
32 

422 
19 

169 


70% 


4% 


54% 


22% 


$  1.50 
$  2.00 
$12.00 
$60.00 

$  6.00 


Shopping* 


$  1.95 


41 


5% 


$11.00 


*  Not  included  in  the  per  person  expenditure  total   because  these  purchases  may 
have  been  made  regardless  of  whether  an  individual  was  attending  the  theater. 


Source:      BRA  1980  Audience  Survey 


This  per  person  expenditure  of  $12.13  is  somewhat  higher  than  the  $10.69 
expenditure  found  in  the  1979  audience  survey  for  the  same  items.  Yet  the 
similarity  in  the  findings  gives  us  confidence  in  their  reliability.  In  both 
samples,  very  similar  proportions  of  respondents  purchased  the  items  listed  on 
the  questionnaire:  over  two-thirds  paid  for  parking,  somewhat  more  than  half 
dined  in  Boston  restaurants,  perhaps  a  quarter  went  to  a  nightclub  before  or 
after  a  performance,  and  only  a  fraction  took  taxis  to  the  show  or  stayed  in  a 
hotel.  Comparing  expenditures  reported  from  both  surveys,  the  mean  expenditure 
for  parking  was  higher  in  1980  than  in  1979,  as  a  slightly  greater  percentage 
of  respondents  paid  for  parking  and  generally  paid  more  for  it  ($1.50  as 
opposed  to  $1.25)  in  1980.  The  typical  restaurant  meal  was  more  expensive  in 
1980  than  in  1979  ($12.00  as  opposed  to  $10.00),  and  typical  hotel  expenditures 
were  much  higher  ($60.00  as  opposed  to  $25.00).  Averaging  the  two  year's 
results,  weighted  by  sample  size,  the  mean  per  person  expenditure  is  $11.36; 
this  amount  is  theoretically  what  each  additional  theatergoer  means  to  the 
City  in  value  of  business  with  Boston  restaurants,  parking  facilities,  night- 
clubs, taxis,  and  hotels. 

As  in  1979,  the  1980  survey  found  that  theater  "imports"  dollars  of 
expenditure.  Boston  residents  spend  less  per  person  when  they  attend  the 
theater  than  do  theatergoers  who  live  outside  the  City.  In  fact,  the  farther 
away  from  the  Theatre  District  audience  members  live,  the  greater  will  be 
their  average  individual  expenditures.  (See  Table  3.)  Boston  residents' 
theatergoing  expenditures  account  for  perhaps  11%  of  all  expenditures,  while 
Bostonians  comprise  about  15%  of  theater  audiences. 


TABLE  3 

AVERAGE   EXPENDITURE  OF   BOSTON   THEATERGOERS 

BY   DISTANCE  OF   RESIDENCE   FROM  THEATER 

AND   PLACE  OF   RESIDENCE   -   1980 


Place  of  Residence 


Boston 

Not  Boston 

Numbi 

sr  of  Miles 

Away 

Residents 

Residents 

0-30 

31-100 

101  + 

Parking 

1.13 

1.40 

.92 

.88 

1.23 

Taxi 

.09 

.06 

.34 

.24 

.07 

Restaurant 

6.46 

8.51 

11.81 

5.81 

7.32 

Hotel 

.23 

2.02 

10.84 

0 

1.18 

Night  Club/Bar 

1.55 

1.72 

4.00 

1.80 

1.67 

TOTAL  $9.46  $13.71  $27.91  $8.73  $11.47 


Shopping 

.55 

1.51 

3.81 

.23 

.98 

Public 

.13 

.21 

.05 

.20 

.13 

Transportation 

Note:      "Public  transportation"   includes:     MBTA;   Amtrak;   chartered  or 
inter-city  public  buses. 


Source:      BRA  1980  Audience  Survey. 


The  increase  in  total  expenditures  between  1978  and  1979/80  was  partly 
due  to  increased  per  capita  expenditures,  but  also  to  increased  numbers  of 
theatergoers,  who  attended  the  greater  number  of  performances  available  in 
1979/80.  During  the  past  theater  season,  there  were  more  productions,  more 
playing  weeks,  and  in  fact  more  open  theaters  than  in  1978.  (See  Table  4.) 
Most  of  the  increase  in  the  number  of  productions  was  due  to  the  new  vitality 
at  the  Wilbur  Theatre.  There  were  more  days  of  performances  at  all  theaters 
except  the  Music  Hall. 

Characteristics  of  Theatergoers 

The  audience  surveys  yield  information  on  audience  demographics  as  well 
as  expenditures.  The  characteristics  of  the  781  respondents  to  the  1980  survey 
were  similar  to  those  of  the  1979  respondents.  Young  adults  predominate  in 
theater  audiences:  roughly  40%  of  the  1980  respondents  were  20-34  years  old. 
The  1980  audiences  tended  to  be  less  youthful  than  the  1979  audiences  surveyed, 
as  the  median  age  of  respondents  in  1980  was  38  compared  with  33  in  1979. 
Slightly  more  than  half  of  the  1980  respondents  were  female,  a  similar  pro- 
portion to  that  found  in  1979.  Approximately  15%  were  Boston  residents.  The 
majority  of  all  respondents  live  in  the  Boston  metropolitan  area,  no  more  than 
20  miles  from  downtown.  Well  over  half  of  the  respondents  work  in  professional 
or  managerial  occupations.  In  the  case  of  married  couples,  usually  both 
spouses  had  jobs.  As  a  consequence  of  this  and  the  high  occupational  status 
of  many  theatergoers,  respondents'  family  income  (or  individual  income,  if 
single)  typically  was  more  than  $25,000  (last  year)*  nearly  40%  had  incomes  of 
over  $35,000.  The  income  of  respondents  in  1980  tended  to  be  higher  than  in 
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TABLE  4 


STATISTICS  ON   BOSTON'S  THEATRE   DISTRICT  THEATERS  AND 

PERFORMING  ARTS   COMPANIES 
1978  Annual  and  1979/80  Theater  Season 


Commercial  Theaters 

Music  Hall  and  Charles,   Colonial, 
Wilbur  Theatres 

Number  of  productions 
Number  of  playing  weeks 
Number  of  performances 
Attendance 

Modern  Theatre 

Number  of  productions 
Number  of  performances 
Attendance 


1978 


1979/80 


Shubert  and 


29 

126 

1,009 

949,618 


Not  open 


33 

151 

1,201 

1,048,725 


37 

110 

21,049 


Performing  Arts  Companies 

Boston   Ballet,   Boston   Repertory  Ballet, 
Opera  Company  of  Boston,   and  dance  concerts 
sponsored  by  Boston  University  Celebrity  Series 

Number  of  performances 
Attendance 


1978 


1979/80 


86 
241,605 


81 
241,275 


Sources:      Commercial  theater  owners  and   lessees  and  Variety,   Jan.    1978- 
Jan.   1979;   business  managers  of  performing  arts  companies. 


1979,  which  is  consistent  with  the  older  age  profile  of  1980  respondents.  The 
survey  again  revealed  that  theatergoers  are  highly  educated:  fully  two-thirds 
of  the  1980  respondents  were  college  graduates.  (See  Table  5.) 

The  1980  Audience  Survey 

The  procedures  and  questionnaire  used  in  the  1980  audience  expenditure 
survey  were  the  same  as  in  1979.  The  survey  approach  proved  in  1979  to  be  an 
efficient  means  of  obtaining  expenditure  information.  The  similarities  of 
respondents'  expenditures  and  demographics  found  in  the  1979  and  1980  survey 
attest  to  the  reliability  of  the  information  obtained,  though,  as  with  all 
sample  surveys,  the  results  are  subject  to  statistical  error. 

The  survey  was  self-administered  and  the  questionnaire  used  was  modeled 
on  a  form  developed  specifically  for  audience  expenditure  studies. 

In  addition  to  socioeconomic  data,  it  requests  information  on  patrons' 
expenditures  for  eight  items.  The  object  of  the  survey  was  to  obtain  average 
expenditures  for  each  person.  Since  certain  expenditures  may  cover  the  expenses 
of  more  than  one  person,  respondents  were  asked  to  divide  the  cost  of  an  item 
by  the  number  of  people  in  their  party  who  used  it.  Judging  from  the  completed 
questionnaires,  respondents  by  and  large  averaged  their  expenditures  as  requested 
(unbelievable  sums  were  disregarded).  Furthermore,  in  order  to  avoid  duplication 
of  information,  questionnaires  were  distributed  to  every  other  person  (stuffed 
in  alternate  programs). 


6.   Mathtech,  Inc.,  The  Impact  of  the  Broadway  Theatre  on  the  Economy  of 
New  York  City,  February  1977,  provided  the  model. 
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One  problem  with  a  survey  approach  is  the  representativeness  of  the 
sample.  Audiences  vary  with  the  day  of  the  week  and  the  kind  of  performance; 
consequently  the  performances  surveyed  were  selected  with  an  eye  to  sampling 
this  variety.  Five  audiences  were  surveyed  in  May  and  June  of  1980.   (See 
Table  6.) 

Seven  hundred  and  eighty-one  valid,  completed  questionnaires  were  returned, 
yielding  a  response  rate  of  24%  overall.  Since  each  respondent  typically 
reported  the  expenditures  of  at  least  two  people,  the  activities  of  far  more 
than  781  people  were  represented.  Nevertheless,  this  response  rate  is  much 
lower  than  the  37%  return  in  1979,  though  procedures  to  achieve  a  satisfactory 
response  rate  were  employed.  Four  or  five  BRA  representatives  circulated 
through  all  the  seating  sections  of  the  theaters  before  the  shows  and  during 
intermissions,  distributing  pencils  to  those  respondents  who  needed  them  and 
collecting  completed  forms.  These  procedures  undoubtedly  increased  the 
visability  of  the  survey  and  the  number  of  responses.  One  reason  for  the 
lower  rate  in  1980  is  that  an  opera  audience  was  included;  it  proved  to  be  a 
difficult  one  to  survey. 

Another  way  of  looking  at  audience  expenditures  and  characteristics  is  to 
combine  the  responses  of  the  1979  and  1980  surveys,  for  a  total  of  1,685 
responses.  This  larger  base  may  give  "truer"  results,  if  we  assume  that  the 
differences  found  between  the  audiences  of  each  year  were  not  significant. 
Table  5  presents  the  characteristics  of  respondents  from  both  surveys. 
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TABLE  5 

CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THEATERGOERS:   SPRING  1980 
AND  1979  and  1980  COMBINED 


DISTANCE  OF  RESIDENCE  FROM  THEATER 


Miles  Away 

0-5 

6-10 

11-20 

21-30 

31-50 

51-75 

76-100 

101+ 

Total 

Not  Ascertained 


Spring,  1980 

Responses 

Number 

Percent 

137 

17.6 

178 

22.8 

176 

22.6 

102 

13.1 

112 

14.4 

30 

3.9 

10 

1.3 

34 

4.4 

779 

100% 

2 

1979  and  1980 

Responses 

Number  Percent 


349 

353 

345 

217 

219 

79 

31 

90 

1,683 
2 


20.7 

21.0 

20.5 

12.9 

13.0 

4.7 

1.8 

5.3 

100% 


PLACE  OF  RESIDENCE 


Spring,  1980 

Responses 

Number 

Percent 

113 

14.6 

37 

4.8 

32 

4.1 

31 

4.0 

12 

1.6 

17 

2.2 

16 

2.1 

431 

55.8 

80 

10.4 

3 

.4 

772 

100% 

Place 

Boston 

Newton 

Cambridge 

Brookline 

Somerville 

Worcester 

Quincy 

Rest  of  Massachusetts 

Out  of  State 

Out  of  United  States 

Total 

Unknown  (but  not  Boston) 

TRIP  DOWNTOWN  WOULD  HAVE  BEEN  MADE  IF  NOT  ATTENDING  PERFORMANCE 


1979  and  1980 

Resp< 

Dnses 

Number 

Percent 

265 

15.9 

87 

5.2 

74 

4.4 

73 

4.4 

34 

2.0 

35 

2.1 

29 

1.7 

878 

52.6 

181 

10.8 

13 

.8 

1,669 

100% 

16 

Spring,  1980 
Responses 
Number  Percent 


Yes 
No 

Total 

Not  Ascertained 


117 
650 

767 
14 


1979  and  1980 

Responses 

Number  Percent 


15.3 
84.7 

100% 


271 
1,380 


16.4 
83.6 


1,651   100% 
34 


Note:   Percentages  may  not  add  to  100  due  to  rounding. 
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SEX  OF  RESPONDENT 


Sex 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Not  Ascertained 


Spring,  1980 
Responses 
Number  Percent 


416 
355 

771 
10 


54.0 
46.0 

100% 


1979 

and  1980 

Res 

ponses 

Numb e i 

Percent 

904 

54.4 

758 

45.6 

1,662 

100% 

23 

AGE  OF  RESPONDENT 


Years  of  Age 

Under  20 

20-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65  and  over 

Total 

Not  Ascertained 


Spring,  1980 

Responses 

Number 

Percent 

23 

3.0 

81 

10.5 

216 

28.1 

193 

25.1 

150 

19.8 

82 

10.7 

23 

3.0 

768 

100% 

13 

1979  and  1980 

Resp 

onses 

Number 

Percent 

65 

3.9 

176 

10.6 

560 

33.9 

360 

21.8 

282 

17.0 

163 

9.9 

48 

2.9 

1,654 

100% 

31 

MARITAL  STATUS  OF  RESPONDENT 


Spring,  1980 


Status 

Married 

Single 

Total 

Not  Ascertained 


Resp 

onses 

Number 

Percent 

460 

60.1 

306 

39.9 

766 

100% 

15 

1979  and  1980 

Responses 

Number  Percent 


927 
729 

1,656 
29 


56.0 
44.0 

100% 


Yes 
No 

Total 

Not  Ascertained 


DOES  RESPONDENT  HAVE  CHILDREN? 

Spring,  1980 
Responses 


Number  Percent 


441 
335 

749 
32 


55.3 
44.7 

100% 


1979  and  1980 

Responses 

Number  Percent 


818 
812 

1,630 
55 


50.2 
49.8 

100% 


13 


OCCUPATION  OF  RESPONDENT  AND  RESPONDENT'S  SPOUSE 


RESPONDENT 

Spring,  1980 

Resp( 

mses 

Number 

Percent 

Professionals 

352 

47.2 

Managers 

113 

15.2 

Sales  Workers 

35 

4.7 

Clerical  Workers 

68 

9.1 

Crafts/Trades 

21 

2.8 

Operatives 

2 

0.3 

Service  Workers 

7 

0.9 

Students 

48 

6.4 

Housewife/Househusband 

78 

10.5 

Retired 

21 

2.8 

Total 

745 

100% 

Not  Ascertained 

36 

Does  Not  Apply 

1979  and  1980 

Resp< 

anses 

Number 

Percent 

Professionals 

744 

46.6 

Managers 

234 

14.6 

Sales  Workers 

83 

5.2 

Clerical  Workers 

144 

9.0 

Crafts/Trades 

41 

2.6 

Operatives 

10 

.6 

Service  Workers 

20 

1.3 

Students 

148 

9.3 

Housewife/Househusband 

137 

8.6 

Retired 

37 

2.3 

Total 

1,598 

100% 

Not  Ascertained 

87 

Does  not  Apply 

SPOUSE 

Spring. 

,  1980 

Responses 

Number 

Percent 

189 

45.1 

60 

14.3 

30 

7.2 

22 

5.3 

17 

4.1 

3 

0.7 

11 

2.6 

3 

0.7 

74 

17.7 

10 

2.4 

419 

100% 

59 

303 

1979  and  1980 

Resp< 

Dnses 

Number 

Percent 

364 

42.3 

123 

14.3 

67 

7.8 

54 

6.3 

27 

3.1 

8 

.9 

20 

2.3 

16 

1.9 

159 

18.5 

23 

2.7 

861 

100% 

84 

726 

INCOME  OF  RESPONDENT  OR  FAMILY  OF  RESPONDENT 


Spring,  1980 

Responses 

Number 

Percent 

Annual  Income 

Less  than  $5,000 

29 

4.1 

$5,000-9,999 

35 

5.0 

$10,000-14,999 

71 

10.1 

$15,000-19,999 

85 

12.0 

$20,000-24,999 

92 

13.0 

$25,000-29,999 

66 

9.3 

$30,000-34,999 

50 

7.1 

$35,000+ 

278 

39.4 

Total 

706 

100% 

Not  Ascertained 

75 

1979 

and  1980 

Res 

ponses 

Number 

Percent 

78 

5.1 

114 

7.5 

196 

12.9 

213 

14.0 

181 

11.9 

138 

9.1 

118 

7.8 

484 

31.8 

1,522 

100% 

163 

14 


EDUCATIONAL  ATTAINMENT  OF  RESPONDENT 


Spring,  1980 

Resp< 

jnses 

Number 

Percent 

Highest  Grade 

Elementary  School 

6 

.8 

1-3  Years  High  School 

12 

1.6 

High  School  Graduate 

73 

9.7 

Technical/Professional 

School  Graduate 

46 

6.1 

1-3  Years  of  College 

129 

17.1 

College  Graduate 

172 

22.8 

Graduate  School 

318 

42.1 

Total 

756 

100% 

Not  Ascertained 

25 

1979 

and  1980 

Res 

ponses 

Number 

Percent 

16 

1.0 

44 

2.7 

160 

9.8 

98 

6.0 

256 

15.7 

430 

26.3 

630 

38.6 

1,634 

100% 

51 

Source:   B.R.A.  1980  Audience  Survey  and  1979  Audience  Survey. 
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